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LIST OF EXPERIMENTS 
1. 82N043 Ropewick for Cape Tulip Control 
2. 83WH51 ) 
3. 83WH52 ) 
4. 83WH41 ) 
5. 83LG38 ) Controlled Droplet Applicator {C.D.A.) versus 
6. 83LG39 ) conventional boomspray. 
7. 83N28 ) 
8. 83N49 ) 
9. 83N043 ) 
10. 83ME55 ) 
11. 83GE37 Saffron control in pasture 
12. 83GE38 Saffron control in lupins 
13. 83NR4 Patersons curse control in an oat hay crop 
14. 83NR5 Patersons curse control in an oat hay crop 
15. 83GE39 Patersons curse control along roadsides 
82N043 
Evaluation of Rope Wick for Control of Cape Tulip (Homeria sp.) in pasture 
Ropewick treatments Ratio of Visual Ratings 
chemical 1982 1983 
to water % control % damage % control % damage 
Cape Tulip Clover Cape Tulip Clover 
1. Roundup 1:2 53 a 0 c 38 2 
2. Roundup 1:5 43 ab 0 c 27 0 
3. 2, 4-D amine (50%) 1:2 19 bed 1.0 c 48 3 
4. 2,4-D amine (50%) 1:5 22 be 0 c 48 3 
5. 2, 4-D ester (80%) 1:5 10 cd 0 c 60 15 
6. 2,4-D ester (80%) 1:10 12 cd 0 c 27 2 
Boomspray treatments Rate ha-1 
7. 2, 4-D amine 2 litres 3 de 68 a 95 23 
8. 2,4-DB 3 litres 5 de 32 b 93 22 
9. Nil 0 e 0 c 3 0 
COMMENTS 
In the year after spraying, boomspray treatments were superior to all ropewick 
treatments for the control of two leaf Cape Tulip, with a reduced effect on 
the clover. 
2,4-D amine at 0.5L/ha was applied in the 1983 season across half the trial 
and will be subject to further assessment in 1984. 
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EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
LOCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GRCMTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Comparison of C.D.A. and conventional boomspray 
for applying Roundup 
83WH51 
Peirce, Rayner, Research Station Staff 
Wongon Hills Research Station 
Pasture Ryegrass dominant 
1-3 leaves 
loamy sand 
dry 
damp 
5. 7. 8 3 
Toyota landcruiser 
8001 Spraying Systems 
Conventional c.o.A. 
Vol L/Ha 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Time : 
15 
200 
30 
Wind speed km/hr 
30 
200 
15 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb c0 
Relative Humidity 
10.00 am to 3.30 pm 
15-18 
NE 
16 
12 
62% 
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15 
35 
10 
30 
100 
10 
83HW51 
Comparison of c.o.A. and Conventional boom for applying Roundup 
c.o.A. Treatments Vol of Droplet size Visual Ratings % Control 
(L/ha) application ( µ m) Broadleaf Clover Grasses 
(L/ha) 
1 1.00 Roundup 30 230 96abc 9la 79ab 
2 1. 00 30 150 98ab 87ab 86a 
3 1.00 lS 230 97abc 8labc 86ab 
4 1.00 lS lSO 90abcd 73abcd 69ab 
s o. so 30 230 96abc 72abcd 78ab 
6 a.so 30 lSO 98ab 74abcd 7Sab 
7 o. 50 lS 230 96abc 87ab 80ab 
8 a.so lS lSO 96abc 79abc 75ab 
9 o. 25 30 230 7lde 45de S7dc 
10 0.2S 30 lSO 66e S7cde 37c 
11 o. 2S lS 230 83bcde 7labcd 67abc 
12 o.2s lS lSO 93abcd 69abcde 66abc 
Boomspray Treatments 
13 1.00 30 98a 87ab 89a 
14 1. 00 lS 9Sabc 80abc 82ab 
lS o. so 30 92abcd 68bcde 63abc 
16 a.so lS 9Sabc S7cde 6labc 
17 o. 2S 30 63e 47e 37c 
18 o.2s lS 78cde 69abcde 6Sabc 
19 Control lSf 12f lSd 
20 Control Og Og Oe 
COMMENTS 
All plots treated were significantly better than the untreated, with no major 
difference between application methods. Both the C.D.A. and Boomspray gave 
good control at the LO L/ha rate • The C.D.A. was marginally better at 
the 0.2S L/ha rate. Volume of application from both the C.D.A. and Boomspray 
did not seem to be an .influencing factor. The two different droplet sizes 
used for the C.D.A. also proved insignificant in these results. 
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EXPERIMENTAL. NO 
OFFICERS 
WCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GRCMTH STAGE 
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SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
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depth 
BLANKET 'IREATMENI'S 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Comparison of C.D.A. and conventional boomspray 
for applying Hoegrass 
83WH52 
Peirce, Rayner, Research Station Staff 
Wongon Hills Research Station 
Pasture Ryegrass dominant 
Ryegrass - 1-4 leaves 
loamy sand 
dry 
damp 
5. 7. 83 
Toyota landcruiser 
8001 Spraying Systems 
Conventional C.D.A. 
Volume L/Ha 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Time : 
15 30 
200 200 
30 15 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c 0 
wet bulb co 
Relative Humidity 
9.00 am to 10.00 am 
9-14 
NE 
11 
9 
76% 
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15 30 
35 100 
10 10 
83WH52 
Comparison of c.o.A. and Conventional boom for applying Hoegrass 
C.D.A. Treatments 
(L/ha) Hoegrass 
1 1.00 Roundup 
2 1.00 
3 1.00 
4 1. 00 
5 o. so 
6 o.so 
7 o.so 
8 o.so 
9 o. 25 
10 0.25 
11 o. 25 
12 0.25 
Boomspray Treatments 
13 1.00 
14 1. 00 
15 o. 50 
16 0.50 
17 o. 25 
18 0.25 
19 Control 
20 Control 
COMMENTS 
Vol of 
application 
(L/ha) 
30 
30 
15 
15 
30 
30 
15 
15 
30 
30 
15 
15 
30 
15 
30 
15 
30 
15 
Droplet size 
( µ m) 
230 
150 
230 
150 
230 
150 
230 
150 
230 
150 
230 
150 
Plant Counts - Ryegrass 
Plants/m 2 
20. 4 efgh 
59. 5 defgh 
13. 8 fgh 
18.8 fgh 
53.2 defgh 
75.7 cdefg 
17.6 fgh 
51. 3 defqh 
173. 7 be 
217. 4 b 
80.0 cdef 
105. 2 bed 
12.7 gh 
9.8 h 
38. 7 defgh 
37.8 defgh 
79.9 cdefg 
101. 3 cde 
396. 2 a 
396.2 a 
All chemical treated plots were better than the control plots even at the 
lowest rate of Hoegrass. When comparing the herbicide treatments there was no 
significant difference between 1.00 and 0.50 L/ha rates but both of these were 
superior to the 0.25 L/ha rate. 
-7-
However when comparing the boomspray separately from the c.o.A, there was a 
significant improvement from the 0.25 L to 0.50 Land 0.50 L to l.OOL/Ha rate 
of chemical. Although there is no significant differences between the c.o.A 
and boomspray at comparable rates of chemical and/or volumes, there is a trend 
towards the boomspray being superior. Droplet size proved to be 
insignificant, although the larger droplet size 230 llJn always gave better 
control than 150 µm. 
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EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
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CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GRC»JTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Comparison of C.D.A. and Conventional Boornspray 
for applying different rates of sprayseed in a 
minimum tillage situation. 
83WH41 
Peirce, Rayner, Research Station Staff 
Wongon Hills Research Station 
Pasture-Brome grass, Capeweed 
21.6.83 'Wheat Variety' :- Gamenya 45 kg/ha 
Brome grass 2-4 tillers; Capeweed 10 cm across 
sandy 
dry 
damp 
50 kg/ha OAP 
Minimum Tillage 
14.6.83 
Toyota lapdcruiser 
Hardi 14; C.D.A. Blue tip 
Conventional C.D.A. 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Time : 
200 
15 
48 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb c0 
Relative Humidity 
9.30 am to 12.30 pm 
8-15 
Westerly 
23 
14 
32% 
-9-
35 
10 
14.8 
'b51 
83WH41 
Comparison of c.o.A. and Conventional boom for applying different rates of 
Sprayseed in a minimum tillage situation 
- % Control -
Tr Rate Rated on 21.6.83 Rated on 5.7.83 Yield 
c.o.A. L ha-1 Grasses Capeweed Grasses Capeweed Tonne/ha 
1 Sprayseed 1.5 90 a 80 a 83 ab 75 a 0.852 ab 
2 n 1.0 80 a 70 a 71 cd 63 a o. 726 b 
3 n 0.5 63 b 63 ab 62 de 41 c 0.543 be 
4 II o. 25 37 c 30 c 38 f 34 c o. 412 c 
Boomspray 
5 Sprayseed 1.5 90 a 80 a 85 a 62 ab 1.126 a 
6 n 1.0 87 a 80 a 77 be 46 c o. 867 ab 
7 II 0.5 60 b 47 be 45 e 53 be 0.598 be 
8 n 0.25 16 d 10 d 8 g 18 d 0.404 c 
9 Control 0 e 0 e 0 h 0 e o. 000 d 
COMMENTS 
Weed control At the 0.25 L/ha rate of sprayseed the performance of the 
C.D.A. was superior to the conventional, however the level of weed control was 
unacceptable. There was no significant difference between the c.o.A. and 
conventional boom at the other three rates. 
Grain Yield The Boomspray yielded marginally better than the C.D.A. except 
for the 0.25 L/ha rate, but there was no real significant difference at 
comparable rates. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
WCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GR<l-JTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET 'IREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
c.o.A. and Conventional Boomspray comparison 
for applying Hoegrass 
83LG38 
Peirce, Rayner, District Office Staff 
Phil Clarke, Lake Grace 
Wheat - Halberd 
21.6.83 
3 leaf 
Sand over gravel 
dry 
damp 
50 kq/ha of OAP 
Blanket spray of Brominil M at 1.0 L/ha 
District Practice 
27. 7.83 
Toyota landcruiser 
11001, Albuz Red, C.D.A. 
Conventional c.o.A. 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Time : 
11001 
200 
10 
36 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb co 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
Albuz Red 
200 
10 
93 
21 
16 
10.00 am to 2.00 pm 
7-13 
Southerly 
60% 
-11-
55 
15 
13.7 
83LG38 
C.D.A. and Conventional Boomspray comparison for applying Hoegrass 
Plant Counts Dry Wei~ht % Yield 
C.D.A. Treatments Droplet (Rye) (gms/m ) Yield increase 
Size per m2 Wheat Rye t/ha above 
µin control 
1 750 ml Hoegrass ha-1 250 64.8 de 87.0 d 10. 5 ef o. 836 ab 54 
2 n n 150 68.6 cde 156.2 ab 13.0 de 0.804 ab 48 
3 500 II 250 115. 2 be 117. 7 bed ~5. 6 b 0.816 ab 50 
4 n n 150 154.3 b 128.9 be 18.0 cde 0.780 ab 43 
5 250 n 250 106. 7 bed 164. 7 ab 21. 7 bed o. 803 ab 48 
6 II II 150 144.8 b 125.0 bed 30.3 be 0. 729 b 34 
BoomsEra~ treatment 
7 750 ml Hoe grass ha-1 11001 21.0 f 179. 3 a 3.6 f 1. 009 a 85 
8 n n Albuz Red 30.5 ef 103.7 cd 7. 8 ef 0.892 ab 64 
9 500 n 11001 66. 7 de 151.1 ab 10.1 ef 0.933 ab 72 
10 n n Albuz Red 53.3 ef 141. 4 abc 7.6 ef o. 845 ab 55 
11 250 n 11001 102. 8 bed 142.0 abc 23.9 bed o. 757 b 39 
12 n n Albuz Red 110. 5. bed 118.8 bed 24.8 bed 0.767 b 41 
13 Control 2 78.1 a 121.9 bed 58.3 a 0.544 c 
COMMENTS 
Plant Counts Overall the boomspray method of application was significantly 
superior to the c.o.A. 
There was no significant difference between the 11001 and the Albuz Red spraying tips, ~ 
and no significant difference between the two C.D.A. droplet sizes, 250 µ m and 150 
µ m. 
-12-
Dry Weights (1) Ryeqrass All treatments significantly reduced the dry 
Yields 
weight of the ryegrass plants, compared to the untreated. The 
boomspray was significantly superior to the C.D.A. in reducing 
the dry weight. 
There was statistically no indication that the 11001 spraying tiP 
was any better than the Albuz Red tip, or that the 150 µ m and 
250 µ m droplet sizes were significantly different. 
(2) Wheat Although not as conclusive as the ryegrass dry 
weights, the boomspray showed a tendency to be superior to the 
c.o.A. 
All treatments yielded significantly better than the untreated. 
There was no significant yield difference between the C.D.A. and boomspray at 
comparable rates. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
IDCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GRCMTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET 'IREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
C.D.A. and conventional boomspray comparison 
for applying diuron and 2,4-D. 
83LG39 
Peirce, Rayner, District Office Staff 
Phil Clark - Lake Grace 
Wheat - Halberd 
21.6.83 
3 leaf 
Sand over gravel 
dry 
damp 
50 kg/ha OAP 
Blanket spray of Hoegrass at 750 mL/ha 
District Practice 
27. 7.83 
Toyota landcruiser 
11001, Albuz Red, C.D.A. 
Conventional C.D.A. 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Time : 
11001 
200 
10 
36 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb c0 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
Albuz Red 
200 
10 
93 
2.30 pm to 4.00 pm 
7-13 
Southerly 
21 
16 
60% 
-14-
55 
15 
13.7 
83LG39 
c.o.A. and conventional boomspray comparison for applying diuron and 2,4-D 
amine. 
C.D.A. Treatments 
1 350 + 400 mL ha-1 
2 n n 
3 200 " 
4 n 
Boomsera:t treatment 
5 350 + 400 mL ha-1 
6 n n 
7 ,175 + 200 " 
8 n n 
9 Control 
Droplet 
Size 
( µm) 
250 
150 
250 
150 
11001 
Albuz Red 
11001 
Albuz Red 
Plant Counts 
(Rye) 
per m2 
o.8 c 
1.2 c 
4.9 b 
4.1 b 
0.8 c 
1.6 c 
1.2 c 
1.6 c 
6. 9 a 
NOTE: Capeweed distribution was variable 
COMMENTS 
Dry Weight 
(gms/m2) 
Wheat Capeweed 
119.4 
97.8 
124.8 
143.1 
128.6 
154.1 
102.8 
144.3 
142.8 
0.1 d 
1.12 cd 
3.52 b 
4.82 b 
o. 41 cd 
0.1 d 
1.94 be 
0.61 Cd 
14. 08 a 
Yield 
t/ha 
o. 689 ab 
0.662 b 
0.746 ab 
0.762 ab 
o. 701 ab 
0.825 ab 
o. 825 ab 
0. 851 a 
0.857 a 
Plant Counts all treatments were significantly superior to the control. 
There was no significant difference between the two boomspray nozzles or the 
two C.D.A. droplet sizes. However the low rate of chemical applied through 
the boomspray was as effective as the high rate of chemical applied through 
the C.D.A. The higher plant counts in treatments 7 and 8 can be accounted for 
by the omission of diuron 175 mL/ha, and therefore cannot be compared to the 
low rate of diuron + 2,4-D applied through the boomspray. 
Dry Weights (1) Capeweed - all treatments significantly reduced the dry 
weight of the capeweed, compared to the control. 
Statistically there was no difference between the 11001 and the albuz red 
spraying tips or the C.D.A. droplet sizes at comparable rates. 
-15-
<o57 
NOTE: The capeweed dry weights were affected by the lack of uniformity on the 
site and therefore may not be relevent. 
(2) Wheat - There was no significant differences attained 
through statistical analysis. 
Grain Yields there were no significant differences between rates of 
chemical used or application method, compared to the control. 
Results suggest that some herbicide damage to the crop was sustained and that 
the removal of the capeweed did not compensate for this crop damage. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
WCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GRCMTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLAN.KET 'IREATMENI'S 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Comparison of C.D.A. and conventional boom for 
applying different rates of sprayseed in a 
minimum tillage situation. 
83N28 
Peirce, Rayner, Research Station Staff 
Newdegate Research Station 
Clipper Barley 
4.7.83 
Sand over clay 
damp 
damp 
75 kg/ha Agran 340 
Blanket spray across crop with hoegrass at 750 
rnL/ha 
Minimum tillage 
22. 6. 83 
Toyota landcruiser 
Hardi 12 Nylon; c.D.A. 
Conventional c.D.A. 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Time : 
190 
15 
44 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c 0 
wet bulb c 0 
Relative Humidity 
9.00 am to 2.00 pm 
10-12. 
South easterly 
15 
13 
80% 
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40 
10 
14 
83N?8 
Comparison of c. D.A. and conventional boom for applying different rates of 
sprayseed in a minimum tillage situation 
Treatment Rate % Control of Ryegrass and Geranium 
C.D.A. Litres ha-1 27.6.83 29.6.83 27. 7.83 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Sprayseed 
n 
n 
II 
1.5 
1.0 
0.5 
0.25 
87 a 
77 a 
57 ab 
50 ab 
87 ab 97 a 
77 abed 86 ab 
60 cde 67 abc 
53 de 60 be 
Boomspray Treatment 
5 Sprayseed 1.5 87 a 90 a 97 a 
6 n 1.0 73 a 80 abc 83 ab 
7 II 0.5 57 ab 67 bed 66 abc 
8 n 0 .25 30 be 37 e 40 e 
9 Control 10 be 0 f 7 d 
COMMENTS 
On analysis, there was no significant difference between the C.D.A. and 
boomspray at comparable rates. 
Significant rate response difference - 1.5 L/ha was superior to all 
other rates. 
No yield assessment was made as the crop was too variable and thin due 
to ryegrass infestations, even though a blanket treatment of hoegrass 
was applied. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
IDCATION 
CROP 
. DATE SOWN 
GRCMTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
. Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Comparison of C.D.A. and conventional boomspray 
for applying different rates of roundup in a 
minimum tillage situation. 
83N49 
Peirce, Rayner, Research Station Staff 
Newdegate Research Station 
Clipper Barley 
4.7.83 
Sand over clay 
damp 
damp 
75 kg/ha Agran 340 
Blanket spray across crop with hoegrass 750 
mL/ha. 
Minimum tillage 
23. 6. 83 
Toyota landcruise r 
Hardi 12 Nylon; C.D.A • 
Conventional c.o.A. 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Time : 
190 
15 
44 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb c0 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
10.00 am to 12.00 pm 
13 
South westerly 
15 
12 
70% 
40 
10 
14 
Light rain fell 90 mins after last plot 
was sprayed 
-19-
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83N49 
Comparison of c. D.A. and conventional boom for applying different rates of 
roundup in a minimum tillage situation 
Treatment Rate 
c.o.A. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
Roundup 
n 
n 
n 
Litres ha-l 
1.0 
0.75 
a.so 
0 .25 
Boomspray Treatment 
5 Roundup 1.0 
6 n 0.75 
7 II o. 50 
8 n 0.25 
9 Control 
COMMENTS 
29.6.83 
Combined weed 
control 
55 ab 
43 ab 
53 ab 
37 b 
60 ab 
63 a 
43 ab 
53 ab 
0 c 
- % Control -
Rye 
78 a 
48 a 
30 ab 
29 ab 
55 a 
73 a 
66 a 
42 ab 
7 b 
27. 7. 83 
Br/leaf 
69 a 
62 a 
70 a 
95 a 
63 a 
77 a 
76 a 
92 a 
0 b 
Clover 
100 a 
100 a 
100 a 
100 a 
97 a 
98 a 
100 a 
100 a 
0 b 
Clover and broadleaf weed coverage was extremely variable, ryeqrass being the 
predominant weed. When rating on % kill, the clover and broadleaf assessment 
do not give an accurate perspective of chemical effect. 
There was no significant difference between the C.D.A. and the boomspray at 
comparable rates. 
Crop yields were not taken as the crop was too poor and variable, being 
heavily infested with ryegrass, even though a blanket spray of hoegrass was 
applied to the crop. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
WCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GROWTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
c.o.A. vs conventional using hoegrass for 
control of ryegrass in cereals. 
83N043 
Peirce, Rayner, Sweeny 
Jasper, Cunderdin 
Wheat - Gamenya 
5.7.83 
light sand 
dry 
damp 
55 kg/ha of OAP 
District Practice 
9.9.83 
Toyota landcruise r 
11001, c.o.A. 
Conventional c.o.A. 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Time : 
200 
10 
36 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c 0 
wet bulb c 0 
Relative Humidity 
10.00 am to 1.00 pm 
10-13 
NE 
22 
18 
67% 
-21-
40 
10 
36 
:'.' 
83N043 
C.D.A. and conventional boomspray comparison using hoegrass for the control of 
ryegrass in a cereal crop 
Treatment 
c.o.A. 
1 c.o.A. 
2 n 
3 n 
4 n 
5 n 
6 " 
7 n 
8 " 
9 " 
10 n 
Boomspray 
11 n 
12 n 
13 II 
14 II 
15 II 
Hoegrass 
mL/ha 
1000 
750 
500 
250 
125 
1000 
750 
500 
250 
125 
treatment 
1000 
750 
500 
250 
125 
16 Control 
17 Control 
COMMENTS 
Droplet size 
µ 
150 
n 
II 
n 
n 
250 
n 
n 
n 
II 
Plant Counts 
/m2 
23.2 c 
35. 9 be 
40.1 be 
54.2 b 
59.3 b 
29. 5 be 
38.7 be 
37. 0 be 
55.5 b 
43.8 be 
19.0 c 
20. 7 c 
30. 4 be 
36.1 be 
34. 4 be 
199.3 a 
188. 5 a 
Yield 
t/ha 
% Yield 
increase 
compared to 
control 
0.848 ab 41 
0.720 abc 20 
0.624 abc 4 
0.704 abc 17 
0.416 c -31 
0.512 abc -15 
O. 624 abc 4 
0.736 abc 23 
0.576 abc -4 
0.528abc -12 
0.912 a 52 
0.880 ab 46 
o. 496 be -18 
o. 640 abc 7 
0.704 abc 17 
o. 608 abc 
o. 592 abc 
Plant Counts All treated plots were superior to the control, with no 
significant difference between the C.D.A. and boomspray, at comparable rates. 
There was no significance between the two c.o.A. droplet sizes, at comparable 
rates. The 1.00 L/ha rate was significantly more effective than the other 
rates. 
Grain Yields 
the control. 
No significant yield differences were detected compared to 
Due to the late application of the treatments the ryegrass was able to compete 
more vigorously with the crop and reduce crop yields. Therefore the 
treatments are not a true indication of their potential. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMEN'l'AL NO 
OFFICERS 
LOCATION 
CROP 
DATE SCMN 
GROwrH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
C.D.A. and Conventional boomspray comparison 
83ME55 
Peirce, Rayner, District Office Staff 
Laurie Pinke - South Burracoppin 
Halberd wheat at 40 kg/ha 
30.6.83 
4 Tillers 
Sand over gravel 
dry 
damp 
40 kg/ha D.A.P. 
District practice 
18. 8. 83 
Toyota landcru ise r 
11001; Albuz Red; C.D.A. 
Conventional C. D.A. 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Time : 
11001 
200 
10 
36 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb c0 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
Albuz Red 
200 
10 
93 
12.00 pm to 3.00 pm 
10-24 
SW - NE gusting 
18 
14 
64% 
50 
15 
13. 7 
light rain in preceding 24 hours 
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83ME55 
C.D.A. and conventional boomspray comparison for the control of ryegrass in 
cereals using hoegrass 
C.D.A. Treatment Droplet 
Size 
Plant Counts 
(Rye) 
Dry Weight 
(gms/m2 > Yield 
t/ha per m2 Wheat Rye 
( lJm) 
I 750 ml/ha-1 250 50.9 ef 92.4 8.8 def 0.566 abc 
2 n " 150 80.3 cde 100.0 14. 7 cdef 0.590 abc 
3 500 " 250 124.6 be 86.1 23.7 cd 0.520 bed 
4 n " 150 108.1 bed 90. 8 23.9 Cd o. 540 abed 
5 250 n 250 163. 2 b 97.9 50.1 a o. 4 85 d 
6 n " 150 155.3 b 111.1 31. 7 abc 0.463 d 
BoomsEra~ treatment 
7 750 ml/ha-l 11001 74.1 de 84.4 6. 9 ef o. 5 77 abc 
8 n " Albuz Red 30. 7 f 107.3 3.8 f o. 606 ab 
9 500 " 11001 77.6 cde 110.6 17.6 cde o. 510 cd 
10 II n Albuz Red 49. 7 ef 105.5 9. 9 def 0.618 a 
11 250 II 11001 160. 6 b 103.0 26. 0 be o. 570 abc 
12 n " Albuz Red 122. 3 be 91. 2 18.3 cde 0.600 ab 
13 Control 334. 3 a 84.5 46.4 ab o. 4 74 d 
COMMENTS 
Plant Counts All treatments were significantly better than the control. 
The albuz red spraying tip was significantly superior overall, than the 11001 
spraying tip, the 250 µ m and the 150 µ m droplet sizes. 
There was no level of significance between the two C.D.A. droplet sizes at 
comparable rates. 
A significant rate response was evident between the 250 mL and 500 mL/ha rates 
and the 500 mL and 750 mL/ha rates. 
Dry Weight (1) Ryegrass - All treatments reduced the dry weight of the 
ryegrass compared to the control. The low rate of chemical 
applied through the C.D.A. and the 11001 nozzle, was not 
significantly different from the control. 
Overall the boomspray was significantly superior to the C.D.A. in 
reducing the dry weight of the ryegrass. 
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There was no indication statistically, that the 11001 nozzle was 
more effective than the albuz red, or that the two c.D.A. droplet 
sizes were significantly different. However, visually the albuz 
red nozzle appeared more effective than the 11001 nozzle and 
superior to the C.D.A. 
(2) Grain Yield - There was a significant yield increase from 
the 250 mL. to 750 mL/ha rate of chemical, applied throuqh the 
boomspray or the C.D.A., but there was no difference between the 
500 mL to 750 mL/ha rate. 
The boomspray was significantly superior than the c.D.A. at the 
250 mL/ha rate of hoegrass. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
LOCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GROWTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Time : 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb Co 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Saffron Thistle control in pasture 
83GE37 
Peirce, Rayner, APB Staff 
Greg Thorn, Geraldton 
Pasture 
Heavy loam 
dry 
damp 
Time One 
9.8.83 
11.00 am - 11.30 am 
Toyota landcruiser 
8001LP 
115 
10 
40 
7-15 
NE to SW gusting 
23 
17 
53% 
Time Two 
19.10.83 
5.30 pm - 6.30 pm 
Toyota landcruiser 
11001 
200 
10 
36 
0 - 5 
SW to NE 
25 
19 
Nil in previous 24 hours for both times 
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83GE37 
Saffron Thistle control in Pasture 
Treatments 
Chemical 
1 2, 4-DB 
2 2,4-DB 
3 2, 4-DB 
4 2,4-DB 
5 2, 4-DAmine 
6 2,4-D Acid 
7 2,4-D Acid 
8 Paraquat 
9 Paraquat 
10 Control 
Rate 
2 litres 
4 n 
6 n 
6 litres 
3 n 
2 n 
4 litres 
2 n 
3 n 
Results not statistically analysed 
COMMENTS 
% control of Saffron 
15 
50 
50 
10 
85 
30 
40 
100 
100 
0 
Total kill was obtained using paraquat at the 2 and 3 litre/ha rates. 
Plant counts for clover establishment will be carried out in the 1984 season 
Saffron seed collected during 1983 will be tested for viability. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
LOCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GROWTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Time : 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c 0 
wet bulb co 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
SPRAY ING DETAILS 
Saffron Thistle control in lupins 
83GE38 
Peirce, Rayner, APB and District Office 
Geraldton 
Illyarri lupins at 90 kg/ha 
22.5.83 (dry sown) 
Cotelydon stage 
Banksia sandplain 
dry 
damp 
125 kg/ha superphosphate 
District Practice 
8.6.83 
7.30 am to 12.15 pm 
Toyota landcruiser 
Delavan grey 
210 
10 
72 
9-11 
Easterly 
26 . 
16 
34% 
Nil in previous 24 hours 
-28-
83GE38 
Saffron Thistle control in lupins 
28. 6. 83 22. 9. 83 
% control % damage to Plant counts Yield 
Treatments Rate Saffron Lupins Saffron/m2 t/ha 
ha-1 
1 Simazine 2.0 L 29 abe 34 o.o c 0.525 ab 
2 Diuron 2.0 L 35 abc 3 0.2 ab 1.135 ab 
3 Diuron 3.0 L 81 ab 16 0.1 be o. 845 be 
4 Igran 2.0 L 61 ab 32 0.4 ab 1.190 ab 
5 Igran 3.0 L 90 a 48 0.2 ab o. 810 be 
6 Metribuzin 200 g 19 be 6 0.5 ab 1. 500 a 
7 Metribuz in 600 g 73 ab 20 0.5 ab 1.435 a 
8 SSH 750 g 2 c 8 0.8 a 1. 550 a 
9 SSH 1000 g 15 be 6 0.7 a 1. 625 a 
10 SSH 1500 g 16 be 10 o. 4 ab 1. 535 a 
11 Control 0 c 0 O. 6 a 1.605 a 
COMMENTS 
The late spraying of the trial when the lupins were at the cotyledon stage 
resulted in substancial crop damage and yield loss. 
The site was infested with wild blue lupins and other weeds which included 
grasses, doublegee, and clover. 
Because of site variability the saffron control was extremely difficult to 
assess and in fact was not the predominant weed on this site. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
LOCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GROWTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Time : 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb c0 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Patersons Curse control in oat hay crop 
83NR4 
Peirce, Rayner, Sweeny 
Northam Research Station 
Oats 
25/5/83 
2 1/2 - 3 leaf 
Loamy clay 
dry 
damp 
100 kg/ha Agras 1 + 80 kg/ha Aqran 
-Direct drilled 
6.7.83 
4.00 pm - 6.00 pm 
Toyota landcruiser 
Del LF 2 
200 
10 
64 
15 gusting 
NW - SW 
16 
No rainfall in previous 24 hours 
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83NR4 
Patersons Curse control in oat hay crops 
% Kill 
Treatments Rate ha-l Pater sons 
1 Glean 5 g 89 a 
2 Glean 10 g 80 a 
3 Glean 15 g 84 a 
4 Glean 20 g 94 a 
5 Brominil M 1.5 L 87 a 
6 Igran LO L 96 a 
7 Control 0 b 
COMMENTS 
Plant Counts 
Patersons/m 2 
o. 0 00 b 
o.ooo b 
o. 4 76 b 
o.ooo b 
o. 9 52 b 
o.ooo b 
15. 238 a 
Al 1 treatments were significantly superior to the control. 
Cost 
S/ha 
3.45 
6.90 
10. 35 
13.80 
11.76 
16.00 
There was no significance statistically between chemicals or their rates. 
No yield was taken off this trial as it was overrun with silver grass. 
-31-
TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
LOCATION 
CROP 
DATE SGJN 
GROWTH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Time : 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb c0 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Patersons Curse control in oat hay crop 
83NR5 
Peirce, Rayner, Sweeny 
Northam Research Station 
Oats 
25/ 5/83 
2 1/2 - 3 leaf 
Heavy loam 
dry 
damp 
100 kq/ha Aqras 1 + 80 kg/ha Aqran 
Direct drilled 
6.7.83 
2.00 pm to 4.00 pm 
Toyota landcruiser 
Del LF 2 
200 
10 
64 
15 gusting 
Norwesterly 
16 
Nil in previous 24 hours 
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83NRS 
Patersons curse - chemical control in oat hay crop 
% Control Plant counts Cost 
Treatments Rate ha-l Pater sons Patersons/m2 S/ha 
1 Glean 5 g 92 a 4.047 b 3. 45 
2 Glean 10 g 95 a o. 4 76 b 6.90 
3 Glean 15 g 96 a o. 000 b 10. 35 
4 Glean 20 g 98 a o.ooo b 13. 80 
5 Igran 500 ml 98 a o. 4 76 b 0. oo 
6 Igran 1000 ml 100 a 0.476 b 16.00 
e 7 Control 0 b 17.142 a 
COMMENTS 
All treatments significantly better than the control. 
No significance statistically between the chemicals or the rates of chemical. 
No yield assessment taken. 
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TITLE 
EXPERIMENTAL NO 
OFFICERS 
LOCATION 
CROP 
DATE SOWN 
GROwrH STAGE 
SOIL TYPE 
SOIL MOISTURE STATUS 
Surface 
depth 
BLANKET TREATMENTS 
Fertilizer 
Chemical 
GROUND PREPARATIONS 
APPLICATION RECORD 
Sprayed 
Time : 
Spray Unit 
Nozzle type 
Pressure kPa 
Speed km/hr 
Volume L/ha 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Temperature dry bulb c0 
wet bulb c0 
Relative Humidity 
Rainfall 
SPRAYING DETAILS 
Patersons curse control along roadsides 
83GE39 
Peirce, Rayner, APB Staff 
Geraldton Airport 
Pasture 
Patersons curse 4-6 leaf 
Sandy loam 
dry 
wet 
12.7.83 
10.30 am to 12.30 pm 
Toyota landcruiser 
Hardi 14 
220 
15 
54 
10 
Easterly 
20 
15 
58% 
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83GE39 
Patersons curse control along roadsides 
Plant counts % kill 
Treatments Rate gm/ha Patersons/m2 Clover Capeweed 
1 Glean 5 0 92 66 
2 Glean 10 0 89 77 
3 Glean 15 0 96 85 
4 Glean 20 0 95 76 
5 Glean 40 0 96 86 
6 Control 33.33 0 0 
(Not statistically analysed) 
COMMENTS 
All glean treatments were effective in controlling Patersons curse at the 4-6 
leaf stage. 
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